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IUDs to Depo-Provera. What your
amendment, or what the thrust of your
original amendment was to force them
to do it.

Mrs. LOWEY. Reclaiming my time, I
just want to make it clear to my col-
league that the gentleman from New
Jersey, it appears to me from your
statement, is trying to make every
method of contraception an abortifa-
cient; is that correct?

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Not at all,
and that is putting words in my mouth,
and I think that is unfortunate.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
LOWEY) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. LOWEY
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, if I can
make it clear, I think it is very impor-
tant, my colleagues, that we realize
what the gentleman is attempting to
achieve with this amendment. He is
stating that there is no form of contra-
ception that may not be considered an
abortifacient and, therefore, the Amer-
ican women have to understand——

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. If the gen-
tlewoman will yield, I did not say that
at all.

Mrs. LOWEY. No, I will not yield. I
will not yield. That the American peo-
ple who are listening to this debate
have to understand that this Congress
wants to tell women that all forms of
contraception are abortifacients and
they cannot be considered.

I would like to make that point
again. The majority of American
women do support the use of contracep-
tives. These are very personal deci-
sions, we understand that, and each
person has to make it for themselves.
But the majority of American women
understands that.

Now, it seems to me from this discus-
sion, that the gentleman from New Jer-
sey is saying to every woman who may
take a birth control pill or use another
one of the five accepted methods of
contraception that they are abortion-
ists.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Not at all.
Mrs. LOWEY. I think it is important

to clarify what we are talking about
because the FDA has approved five
methods of contraception.

Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to rise in sup-
port of the amendment of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey to explain
his amendment and to answer any
questions he may have.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I want to make it clear to my col-
leagues that birth control pills and dia-
phragms are not abortifacients. IUDs
and post-coital pills have the capabil-
ity of that. That is where there has
been very little conversation, espe-

cially with women, as to what might be
happening when they think they are
preventing fertilization when, indeed,
implantation is what is being pre-
vented.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BARTON of Texas. I yield to the
gentleman from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. Chairman, I under-
stand that there is confusion about this
issue, and if I may, from my experi-
ence, please lend some of that to our
body, one; and, number two, also relay
that I had a conversation with the gen-
tlewoman from New York, and I do un-
derstand what her intention is and I do
understand the intention of the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).
She has an honorable request. She won
that in her committee, and it should be
honored in that way.

But let me clarify for this body that,
in fact, the diaphragm is not an abor-
tifacient; that oral contraceptives are
not an abortifacient; that morning-
after pills, in fact, are; that IUDs are,
in fact, abortifacients.

Now, there is not a medical question
about how they work, and there is not
a medical question about how oral con-
traceptives work. Their intention is to
prevent ovulation or to prevent pene-
tration of a sperm. That is not an abor-
tifacient. And there is no question in
the medical community about how
they work.

So I would ask this body that if, in
fact, we feel we want to make a deci-
sion based on what the request of gen-
tlewoman from New York really is,
that we supply oral contraceptives to
women in this country, that we accept
the Smith amendment to that, and we
can qualify and solve this problem and
this will go through. If, in fact, not,
then we will see we will have an ex-
tended debate on whether or not the
bill will make it.

An honorable amendment was
brought forth in the committee. An
honorable amendment to the gentle-
woman’s amendment is now offered.
The clarity cannot be any clearer than
what I have stated. The Smith amend-
ment does not limit oral contracep-
tives, it only limits those things that
are considered abortifacients.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment, and I think that Members have
to be very sensitive to what my col-
league from New Jersey is attempting
to do here today.

Is there no limit to my colleague’s
willingness to impose his concept of
when life begins on others? Conception
is a process. Fertilization of the egg is
part of that process. But if that fer-
tilized egg does not get implanted, it
does not grow. And so on throughout
the course of pregnancy.

For those who do not believe that life
begins upon fertilization, but believes,
in fact, that that fertilized egg has to
be implanted, the gentleman is impos-

ing his judgment as to when life begins
on that person and, in so doing, deny-
ing them what might be the safest
means of contraception available to
them.

Some women cannot take the pill. It
is too disruptive to them. Some women
depend on intrauterine devices and
other such contracptives. When we get
to the point where we have the courage
to do more research in contraception,
we will have many other options to
offer women so that they can have safe
contraception.

For us to make the decision that
that woman must choose a means of
contraception that reflects any one in-
dividual’s determination as to when in
that process of conception life actually
begins is a level of intrusion into con-
science, into independence, into free-
dom that, frankly, I have never wit-
nessed. Even the issue of being for or
against abortion is a different issue
than we debate here tonight. We have
never, ever intruded to this depth.

When I talk to my friends who are
obstetricians, because all my col-
leagues know my husband is a retired
obstetrician, how the pills work is not
simple. In some women they have one
effect, and they may have first effects
and secondary effects. They prevent
ovulation in general but not abso-
lutely. And if there is a fertilization
while on the pill, the pill prevents im-
plantation.

So this is a complex process. And for
us to imagine here tonight that it is ei-
ther right or proper or possible for the
gentleman to impose his determination
on others at this level is extraordinary.
As a Republican who believes that gov-
ernment should stay out of our lives, I
oppose this amendment with every-
thing in me. And I would ask my col-
leagues, those who are pro life—and I
honor that position. And I would say
that the pro-life members of our Na-
tion have changed the issue of abortion
over these years. People take it far
more seriously. It is not as casual.
They have made an enormous dif-
ference for the good in our Nation. But
that does not make it right for them to
step, then, into this level and try to
make definitions that, frankly, are not
nearly so simple as my friend and re-
spected colleague, the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. COBURN), implies.

The lines are not clear. They are not
simple. I would ask my colleague to re-
spect that we are a Nation founded on
the belief that we should have freedom
of conscience and freedom of religion,
and this amendment deeply, deeply
compromises those liberties.
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SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARR of Georgia). Under the Speaker’s
announced policy of January 7, 1997,
and under a previous order of the
House, the following Members will be
recognized for 5 minutes each.
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